. Willner (1984) described charismatic leaders as &dquo;spellbinders,&dquo; whose magnetic personalities and dynamic speaking skills motivate followers to achieve high levels of performance in such contexts. Conger (1989, p. motivation, effectiveness, and satisfaction as well as organizational performance (Fiol, Harris, & House, 1999) . These positive effects that charismatic leadership has on various criteria are based on the leader's ability to gamer strong personal attraction from followers (Bass, 1990) , articulate a compelling and evocative vision (Bligh, Khhles, & Meindl, 2004) , transform the nature of work by making it appear more heroic, morally sound and meaningful (Conger & Kanungo, 1998) , and enhance followers' selfconceptions (Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993 House & Howell, 1992) , their discussion is quite limited and does not provide empirical data to support their arguments. However, as we are moving from the Weber's (1947) conceptualization of charisma as &dquo;divinely inspired gift&dquo; to &dquo;neocharismatic&dquo; theories, the identification of potential charismatic leaders becomes more important for organizational effectiveness (Yukl, 2002) .
The purpose of the present study is to identify a comprehensive set of personal attributes among charismatic leaders in terms of their values, needs, self-presentation skills, and self-identity and examine how they influence followers' reaction towards their leader.
Specifically, we chose five personal attributes (i.e., self-monitoring, self-actualization, motive to attain social power, self-enhancement, and openness to change) based on theoretical frameworks proposed by House (1977) and Conger and Kanungo (1998 (House & Howell, 1992; Pillai, Williams, Lowe, & Jung, 2003; Riggio, 1998; Shamir et al., 1993 ). (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986) . Self-actualization is a higherorder need to become what one is capable of becoming (Maslow, 1954) . Motive to attain social power represents the need for power involving the restrained use of power in the service of others (McClelland, 1985) . Selfenhancement is a personal value that drives selfpromotional image-building and egotistic behavior (House & Howell, 1992) . Openness to change is a personal value that involves the willingness to try new experiences and alter the status quo (Howell & Higgins, 1990) .
We also examined the relationship between ratings of charismatic leadership and four outcomes for followers [i.e., extra (Bass, 1985) . Collectivistic work motivation is defined as an individual's orientation to be motivated by the favoring of interdependent group work over independent individual work (Shamir, 1990) . OCB refers to discretionary behavior that is not part of one's formal contractual job requirements, but that nevertheless promotes effective functioning of the organization (Organ, 1990 (Sosik, Avolio, & Jung, 2002) . The need to maintain successful images as a leader is noted carefully by Bass (1985, p. (Anderson, 1990) . Despite the theoretically important linkage between selfmonitoring and charismatic leadership, few scholars have yet to empirically demonstrate that self-monitoring is a required personal attribute of the charismatic leader (see Dworakivsky, 1998, and Sosik, et al., 2002 for exceptions). Thus, we tested this relationship with the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1: Managers who are rated high on charismatic leadership will report a higher level of self-monitoring than managers who are rated low on charismatic leadership.
Self-Actualization
Numerous authors (cf., Bass, 1985 Bass, , 1990 Bums, 1978) have argued that one feature of charismatic and transformational leadership that distinguishes it from other types of leadership (e.g., transactional leadership) is the leader's ability to raise followers' needs from lowerlevel, such as physiological and safety, to higher-level of needs, such as self-esteem and self-actualization. Bass (1985) argued that transformational/charismatic leadership processes usually involve the upgrading of needs from low-to higher-level of Maslow's (1954) needs hierarchy among followers. This upgrade helps followers transcend their own self-interest for the good of the group, organization, or country, thereby fulfilling their high-level of needs. Bums' (1978) original conceptualization of transforming leadership also focused on elevating followers' needs and motives.
Indeed, increased awareness and the arousal of higher-level of needs (i.e., self-actualization) is what allow the charismatic leader to exert fundamental influence over his/her followers and produce extraordinary performance (Conger & Kanungo, 1998 (Hollander & Offermann, 1990) . In any leadership framework, it is assumed that leaders need to posses a certain amount of social power in order to exert influence over their followers. According to the idiosyncratic credits model (Hollander, 1986) (1977) , House and Howell (1992) and Bass (1985 Bass ( , 1990 suggest that most charismatic leaders embody the traits and behaviors that are consistent with a socialized power motive. In fact, charismatic leadership has been described as a social influence process (Gardner & Avolio, 1998; Sosik, et al., 2002 (Shamir et al., 1993 (House, 1977) . As such, there is a need for the charismatic leader to enhance his/her image and perceived ability through impression management. Gardner and Avolio (1998) (House, 1977) . Thus, we formulated:
Hypotheses 5: Managers who are rated high on charismatic leadership will value openness to change to a greater extent than managers who are rated low on charismatic leadership.
Outcomes of Charismatic

Leadership
Given these forceful personal attributes associated with charismatic leadership, the impact that a charismatic leader has on followers is profound in terms of follower's motivation and attitudes (Conger & Kanungo, 1998; House, 1977 (Bass, 1985) . The confidence and extraordinary image of the charismatic leader (House, 1977) , coupled with the developmental and motivational effects on followers (Shamir et al., 1993) Managerial performance of the focal leader was measured using three items developed by Williams (1988) . These items have been used in prior research and have demonstrated acceptable psychometric properties (e.g., Hui, et al., 1999; Williams & Anderson, 1991) . A sample item reads &dquo;Meet(s) all formal job requirements&dquo; (a = .85). Superiors rated each performance item on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
Data Analysis
We utilized three different sets of data to test our hypotheses in order to minimizing the potential biases due to the common source. First, we used subordinates' ratings of the focal leader's charismatic leadership as a basis to create two different groups. We split the sample equally into two sub-samples (each n = 109) comprised of data partitioned into low (scale score < 2.85 median) and high (scale score > 2.85 median) levels of charismatic leadership. We then compared the mean scores of the focal leaders' personal attributes using MANOVA. We also compared superiors' ratings of managerial performance across these two groups.
Next, we split the sample into two subsamples (each n = 109) comprised of data partitioned into low (scale score < 2.82 median) and high (scale score > 2.82 median) levels of charismatic leadership as rated by superiors. We then compared the mean scores of the followers' outcomes using MANOVA across these two groups. (Bass, 1985; Conger & Kanungo, 1998) or champion of changes (Howell & Higgins, 1990 (House, 1977) . These extra-role behaviors were well represented by a higher level of OCB in the high charismatic leadership group. Given the current trend toward team-based organizations and re-engineering and merging businesses, an organization can sustain a competitive edge when employees initiate tasks and duties that are not prescribed by their job description since innovation oftentimes comes from intrinsically motivated employees' personal initiatives (Amabile, 1998 (Bass, 1985; House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004 (Willner, 1984 
Results
